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_ ., PV1V M-v ’ S'V ; V‘V [ missiles (SLBMs); and piloted bombors-r^usuallyaimompamea by the 

By KEVIN J. KELLLY. notation that the USSR wijl soon he-ablrrttrtlestfoy most U.S. ground- 

Guardian Correspondent ^ / -* ; ' .. ’ ba scd missiles 

Second of two articles _ * " *"• Washington DC. * ^nthrfCB^I column-invariably listed first-thc much bigger Soviet ^ 

' Them’ajority within the U.S.rulingcircIcsthatisdemandinganall-o^ ^ 

“rearmament progr^m";bases }ts cast; onjwo.niain t J t he Soviets with their. 62 .submarines and 950 SLB^s;> 

now spendsupto 50% more on war preparations thpndoe* Wash ngtonj; ^ P f orthe “air leg” of the triad docs the U.S. show a distinctad vantage 
and the USSR has attained at least “rough equivalence:- with U.S. nu- : OJ Jorthe a,n g # ^ #nd » Bison .. bombers. 


clear might. • VA/A *•' • 

. ... In assessing the first of these tlaims last week (Guardian Sept. 17). it 
■ wai shown that the CIA is the sole source of estimates which place the 
K remlin’s defense spending at a sum far exceeding the Pentagon’s. These 
’ computations are unconfirmed by less biased analysts and are strongly , 

• > • j i *• i fo m ilinrtuif h Pi A rn>fhnrinlriev 1 1 : 


with 348 B-52s to the USSR's 140 “Bear” and “Bison" bombers. 

The reader is-thus left with the implication that the U.S. la^s danger- 
ously in both ground- and sea-launched missiles and manages to outdo 
the Soviets only in “old-fashioned” subsonic bombers. And asif this situ- 
ation weren’t bad enough, thechartsand tablesalsoexplain that the huge 
and powerful Soviet ICBMsare much newer than the “aging” U.S. fleet 


compulations are unconfirmed by less pi asca analysts ana arc suyi^iy nnwerful Soviet ICBMs arc much new 

challenged by independent specialists familiar with CIA methodology. U;,. ., 

was also demonstrated that suddenly inflated figures for the Soviet de.^ ; V of Minuieman and TtPin^stissih.s. 

rente effort coincided with U.S. attempts to dtspel the Vte team 


drome"and to provide a rationale for a 'military 'spending spree that 

began in 1976. - - > ; : ■ . ; ; 

.Most reputable observers; meanwhile, agree that theSoviel Union has 
indeed been engaged in a significant build-up over the past decade. These 
nongovernmental sources simultaneously point' ouVhowever, that the 


Ui IVHIIUM.IHUII WMW — * _a ‘ ► . I 

Other computations and categories arc equally instructive, however. 

and these arcoflen relegated to footnotcstalusorarc interspersed among 

long, technical descriptions that nr? laden with confusingacronyinsand , 
technocratic jargon. Butin order to gain a valid comparison and a lionsu- 
perficial understanding of U.S.-USSR nuclear capabilities; it. is.ne.ces-i. 

sary to review these additional statistics. _ 


nongovernmental sources simultaneously point. ^Vhowever that the | ^ most |efl? is t f, e f act tl \ at t ft e (j’.S. now fias I O.OOOstratc-* 

Soviet initiative was launched from a m “ c 1> lo'^erbasepoint and has pro- - nu dear warheads (capable of hitting the USSR) deployed in itstriad, 

ceeded at a pace considerably less precipitous than ,h e Soviet Union possesses about 6000 pf these strategic atomic 

hawks. - _ - t , . CAm i v * weaoons In five years, before the U. Si has mudcits.tylis$itc-Expcrimcnt- 

But whai about the U.S.-USSR nuclear balance. ^fl*(MX) and Tridents? systems fully operational, its arsenal will total 

merit to the widely held assumption ’fXsXT^T^s. Not inched in' u^bf these tallies are the; 

andhasperhapsevenbcguntot.p.nfavoroftheUSSR Upl.keClAcst. i^oOO tactical nudcarweaponsdeployed by the U.Si in Western Europe, 1 

mates of Soviet defense budgets, cla.msofanapparent advantage for rcach fargets in the Soviet Union. west of the Ural 

a "w “"j 

their military machine',' skeptics a ^ e S en «rally able to dis^tonly^he a-.^.^-- " a i,nost 2-1 differential in strategic .nucicar^rhead* results from: 
gency’s formulas, not its data base ancc publ.shcd^USSR defense muU ipieindividualiy'-targcted reentry vehicles(M IRVs). 

budgets are universally acknowledged to be gross underrepresentations .» , . js wch| ; 0 | 0fiy w hi c h the U.S. developed five years before 

of actual outlays. For the Soviet nuclcararsenal, no comparable problLin • iicqr nearly alt US SLBMs most ICBMs and the B- 52 s carry 

exists. During 10 years of negotiations over the two s^RtU^armstmila- ‘ ^heads. Due to MIRVs, a single U.S. submarine carries 

tion treaties (SALT 1 and 2 ), bothsides gave ; w|)at must be assumed are .. can hit 160 different targets in the USSR. . * 

?e®“ r . a,e t f^ u, *ti®^ r ®^,' , ^^f a ^i; V ^”p|° s ”f;*^j I J^; o niiaisance-- ■ , > When atLing relative nuclear strength, it is also important to gttug^ 

ejear superiority. So broad and firmlycstalishcd is this const nsusthatu^ , v b p C0 ’ ming f ncrcas i nt . ty vulnerable to a preemptive first-strike. Only 21 % 
fiol really challenged even by sqme advocates of ^arms cot tr I. . . ■ y of thc lO.OOOstratcgicnuclear warheadsin the U..S. arsenal a re affixed to 

forces favoring ratification of SAL.12, including the Carl « rj J r "‘ n '^'j l ; . JJ CS ~ endangered ICBMs. Almost four-fifl!is-79%-of the Soviets; 
tion, often argued that the ostensible Soyietnuclear strategic nukes arc mounted.atop their ground-based missiles. ... , 

best be checked by accepting the best possible iu„,...i,fn i.i.ifih.-li s. siraienicatomiearsenal-45%— is assigned to ; 


militarists and hard-line neoconservatives. the comparison of atomic 
armiments and aeliverysystemsis presented aspropf of imminent Soviet 
agression and substquent victory. WH.cn the Soviet invasion of Afghani- 
stan U added to the brew, the superhawks go completely hysterical. ^ • 

• * ' r . .*»• ; • - 

MEDIA HYSTERIA* J . 
.-Jhe corporate press has outdone itself in tilting public perception to- 
. ward the view of Soviet superidrity^ A iweek does not paiss wit h.oUt tljcap'^ 
pearance in-some mass-circulation. ”preslige”pub!icatiori.of a* table 
showing the Soviet lead in missile sizes and numbers. This algrming con- 
trast in thesuperpowers’strategicnucleartriad— ground-launched inter- 
continental ballistic missiles (ICBMs); submarine-launched ballistic 


ployed. Submarine-based missiles arc described by no less an authority 
than Defense Secretary Harold Brown as “cssentially invulnerable” to 
any preemptive strike. One-quarter or U.S. strategic nuclear wen pyns are 
loaded on thc 349 B-52s whichqre also equipped with special missiles that 
can hit targe's more than 100 miles from the bomber’s line of flight. The 
. Spviet Union places only q ycry few atomic weapons on its bombers. 

ViiReadincssforaqtualusemustalsobe'considqredirianycxamiiiationof 

’the triads. Thc U.S, nuclear force is constantly on the verge’of being de- 
ployed, with 48%of its stratcgicwarheads(4650bombs)on”alert"status. 
Only 3% of the U SSR’s arsenal ( 1 60 warheads) is ready to go at any given 
time. In the event of any surprise attack, it is therefore thc U.S. which will 
be able to move very rapidly from “normal” conditipns to full wartime. 
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